Much attention is currently being given to the relationship of land
I
n recent years, increasing concern has been expressed over the rapid growth of residential population and employment in formerly undeveloped land. Growth management practices have been adopted by a number of states. Urban sprawl has come to represent a pattern of unplanned, wasteful, ugly, and unbalanced development. For example, the Pennsylvania 21st Century Environment Commission (1998), a publicly appointed ad hoc body, called sprawl the number one environmental problem in the commonwealth. In a well-publicized report published in September 1998, the commission concluded that sprawl "threatens our environmental and economic health and our sense of community. Sprawl is the reckless, almost random growth of housing developments, strip malls, business parks, and the roads connecting them, and of the numbers of vehicles using those roads" (p. 2). Ewing (1994) noted that sprawl can vary in degree but has common features everywhere: an absence of planning; low levels of density; centerlessness; and leapfrogging from developed to cheap, undeveloped land on the frontiers of urban regions. Perhaps the most adequate definition of sprawl is growth characterized by poor accessibility of related land uses, one to another. Sprawl is thus not a static condition; it is a pattern of development that presents obstacles and costs in moving from one use to another: home to work, home to leisure, work to shopping, one store to another, or any possible combination of trip purposes.
The sprawl phenomenon has engendered a good deal of discussion and analysis. A theme commonly pursued (Burchell et al., 1998; Cervero, 1986; Downs, 1992; Orski, 1990; Pisarski, 1996) is the relationships between infrastructure investment and land use and between infrastructure investments in separate policy arenas such as transportation, water and sewer facilities, education, public safety, and waste disposal. The overarching purpose of these studies has been to identify causal relationships that can then guide intelligent public debate and policy making. Perhaps the most vexing question has been sorting out cause and effect. Does transpor- tation produce sprawl by providing the means for development to expand out from high-density centers to undeveloped land, with the real costs of transportation services not charged in any manner to users? Or, does sprawl precede transportation investments, spurred by other factors, but quickly producing demand for additional capacity in existing transportation systems? What potential does the greater sharing of information between transportation and planning agencies offer to mitigate the costs of sprawl?
Related to the debate over causation is the definition of the problem and the determination of the problems associated with sprawl. Those seeing sprawl as essentially a land use problem point to the costs in excessive land consumption, leapfrogging, and poor coordination of services. Those who see sprawl as a transportation issue see the costs more in terms of congestion and its by-products, environmental degradation, inefficient use of energy, and stress and time lost for individuals caught up in traffic.
Others take a more positive view of the land use patterns associated with sprawl. Conte (2000) identified a prosprawl lobby sharing the view that sprawl enhances customer choice and provides affordable single-family housing for families who choose not to live in higher density residential quarters. Sprawl consumes farmland, but farms are already producing too much too cheaply in the current economy. Over time, the wasteful use of land through leapfrog development is alleviated as land passed over increases in value and becomes the locus of new and often high-density development. In this public-choice school of thought, the role of transportation policy is to provide investments on a fair and nonjudgmental basis, through formulas that are based on data such as congestion levels, investments per capita, and other relevant objective information, without trying to achieve social policy goals.
However one feels about urban sprawl, the connection with transportation policy issues is undeniable. Transportation is a key element in the dynamic of sprawl. In recent years, the subject has drawn increasing attention in the transportation and planning literature and in the procedures and decisions of transportation and planning agencies at the state and local levels across the nation. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is giving a great deal of attention to the links between land use planning and transportation decisions at the state and local levels, to deal intelligently with issues of sprawl. This reflects the convergence of several major political factors, including strong support from the current governor for the integration of land use planning; the operations of state agencies; the evolution of the state's transportation department, PENNDOT, from a traditional highway department to a multimodal and forward-looking organization; and strong public support for measures to curb traffic congestion and preserve agricultural and small-town lifestyles in the state. After a review of the current state of the nation's transportation system and the literature on transportation and land use, I turn to an examination of the steps Pennsylvania is taking to find a way to integrate land use considerations into transportation planning and programming in the state.
Evolution of the National Transportation System Before the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
Transportation in the United States has evolved over the past 200 years as a product of changing technology, changing demographic patterns, changing economic forces, public and private investment decisions, and citizen and customer choice among competing alternative transportation services. Transportation has provided the means of connecting the component parts of important mobility relationships: city to countryside, raw material to factory, factory to market, worker to job, and product to consumer. From the outset, a number of important performance measures became the dominant means of determining the adequacy of transportation: speed, cost, reliability, accessibility, and consumer preference. Technological changes helped decide winners and losers among competing modes using these performance indicators.
In the second quarter of the 19th century, railroads won convincingly on all indicators over their competitors, inland waterways (canals and river-borne shipping) and horse-drawn vehicular travel. Single-mode rail movements also won out over multimodal trips involving the use of trains to support water travel. This period of rail dominance lasted until the automobile era emerged between 1910 and 1920. An interregnum ensued for several decades as railroads held much of their market share until the interstate highway system and the jet airliner in the late 1950s started the railroads on a long struggle for viability. The railroad era also provided an answer to the question of what the public role should be in transportation: private ownership, various types of public subsidies, replacement of state and local political relationships with relationships with the national government, and low levels of accountability regardless of the form of public involvement (Chandler, 1977) . The impact of railroad systems on land use patterns was immediate, dramatic, of long duration, and often planned by railroad companies to achieve business goals. The market approach used also promoted overbuilding of the rail system, with each major railroad in a region building both trunk and branch lines to virtually every location to ensure systematic coverage of a large geographic area. For example, five major lines connected the greater New York City area to Buffalo, four connected St. Louis and Chicago, and four connected the Midwest with the Pacific Northwest.
Railroads also provided the stimulus for the first wave of suburbanization. From the 1860s to the 1920s, suburban development was concentrated along railroad corridors leading from the central cities to the undeveloped areas of the hinterland. These corridors took three forms: (a) a major trunk line with mixed freight, passenger, and commuter uses; (b) branch lines with light or nonexistent freight traffic, devoted almost exclusively to commuter purposes; and (c) electric rail lines, either extensions of city trolley systems or heavier interurban lines, not connected to the national rail system and devoted almost exclusively to shorter commuter service. Stilgoe (1983) described two ways in which the railroad suburb was developed:
Speculator suburbs, characterized by quickly erected houses lining new streets across former farmland, blossomed at former village depots within commuting distance of large cities. Model suburbs, usually the result of enlightened speculators willing to chance long-term profits, were designed and built as whole entities, the schools, churches, shopping districts, and other amenities erected simultaneously with the houses. A typical model suburb displayed uniform architectural styles, carefully blended plantings of street trees and other shrubbery, curving streets, gravel walks, parks, and ponds, all created in the beginning. (p. 271) The railroad suburb facilitated the migration of populations (mostly middle class and professional) out of the city. Yet, the railroad suburb never resembled today's automobile suburb. The station formed the necessary central focus of land use, with retail businesses and housing within close walking distance. As noted by Stilgoe (1983) , the model suburb was planned as a community from the beginning, with well-thought-out relationships between land uses.
The years of railroad dominance were already waning when passage of national highway legislation during the Wilson administration presaged a major change in American transportation systems. Although investment in highway infrastructure lagged behind growth in demand in the decades before World War II, the combination of public investment in roadways and private investment in vehicles had already doomed streetcar and interurban systems in most parts of the country to an early demise. It reduced the profitability of commuter rail service provided by private rail carriers and began to complement other policy decisions in such areas as housing and education to begin the move to the suburbs.
World War II provided a temporary break in the prevailing patterns of change in the system. Over 90% of the freight and intercity passenger travel in the country moved over the rails. No level of government invested in highways or highway-related infrastructure, and travel demands of the public were suppressed for the duration of the war effort. Suppression of both supply and demand of highway services and the short-run demands of the war effort on the rail system had immediate consequences in the postwar decades. The rail industry miscalculated by investing heavily in new equipment and failing to reorganize, thinking that wartime demands and profits would be maintained after the war's artificial stimulus was ended. Suppression of highway travel during the war years also had immediate consequences. Combined with economic growth and prosperity in the postwar years, it led to a convergence of public demand and political elite support for highway construction, with little concern for a strategy of user charges or pricing strategies at the national level. States relied heavily on highway departments unconcerned with other modes of travel whose decisions usually reflected engineering criteria, not performance measures.
Beginning in the late 1950s, growing attention began to be given to the land use, social, and economic impacts of transportation decisions. As the country suburbanized in the postwar decades, problems associated with reliance on the private automobile began to take on spatial, social, and economic dimensions not imagined in earlier periods. First the workers and then the jobs left the cities and moved out to the suburbs, as urban sprawl emerged as a nationwide phenomenon. Alternative modes of travel such as transit, walking, and rail commuting declined because of inflexibility of routes and consumer choice.
The decades between the mid-1950s and the passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 saw old approaches to transportation policy slowly give way to a new era. Briefly, the major developments during this period included the build-out of the interstate highway system, essentially completed by 1990; the deregulation of all major modes of transportation, with dramatic impacts on the structure of the airline, rail, and trucking industries; the creation of the federal Department of Transportation in 1966, which slowly moved to create a national approach to surface transportation, culminating in ISTEA; the evolution of state highway departments into transportation departments that give some emphasis to nonhighway modes and activities other than road building; and major shifts in the economy leading to a growth in intermodal transportation and demands for a more flexible and reliable approach to freight movements. Land use planners, environmentalists, and students of urban affairs increasingly saw the value of a dialogue with transportationists and sought ways to improve the flow of ideas across policy boundaries (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, 1989).
The Transportation System After ISTEA
ISTEA addressed the need for a broader dialogue on transportation by requiring a prominent role for metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in the planning and programming requirements of the act. State transportation departments were charged to work with MPOs to ensure that regional issues were adequately addressed. This put transportation experts, local and state government officials, and planners together in an institutionalized and meaningful process. In metropolitan areas with existing capabilities for modeling transportation and its impact on land use, it had the salutary effect of focusing decision making and pointing out the impact of MPO activities on outcomes. In other regions, it accelerated the development of staff competence within MPOs and often led to more significant interchanges of ideas between MPOs and state transportation departments. ISTEA complemented the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 in forcing the full set of actors to see transportation issues as they relate to other societal concerns. It also provided enough in the way of funding to avoid zero-sum games between advocates of different policy positions within the critical MPO planning and programming processes.
ISTEA and its successor, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), are best seen as evolutionary mechanisms to move transportation toward a planning and outcomes focus and away from the construction and maintenance emphasis of the past century. Nonetheless, they have been criticized for being too highway oriented, especially given the generous funding for pet political projects included in TEA-21. The MPO process does not always provide a balance between the needs of private auto users, especially in their work-related trips, and freight carriers, nor does it always find ways of effectively including rail interests in decisions to develop regional transportation plans. Despite valid criticisms in this regard, it has nonetheless done nothing to redress, and has offered incentives to improve, the dialogue between advocates of smart growth, growth management, regional approaches to land use planning, and the transportation community. 
Urban Sprawl and Transportation Systems
Given the new common decisional ground, is there any paradigm or set of causal assumptions that serves to unite land use planners and transportation policy experts? In this section, I review the literature that addresses the connection between the two policy domains. A study by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc. (1998) examined the literature on sprawl, finding general agreement that vehicle miles traveled are increasing in metropolitan regions and are strongly correlated with conditions of sprawl; a greater proportion of trips are made by car and a lesser share by other modes such as transit, walking, and bicycling in sprawled developments compared with more compact developments; sprawl reduces the efficiency of transit as an option to auto use; sprawl increases the social costs of travel, such as higher amounts of air and water pollution, waste, noise, and barrier effects, because of the near monopoly of autos as the mode of choice in sprawled developments; and given the spatial patterns of sprawl, the automobile is the most efficient form of transportation in sprawl development.
The study found a shared sense of importance, but no agreement, in the literature on a number of topics concerned with sprawl. These include the following: Sprawl increases travel time; households living in sprawled developments spend more of their disposable income on travel than those living in more compact developments; commuting times tend to be reduced in sprawled developments as jobs follow workers to the suburbs; sprawl reduces congestion by spreading trips out over more routes; and sprawl lowers governmental costs for transportation because user fees on gasoline, licensing, and parking pay for needed infrastructure.
Pisarski (2000) looked at commuting and peak-hour congestion patterns in a temporal context. He found that single-occupant automobile travel is still the dominant trip mode, with transit shares remaining under 2% for all trips and auto shares increasing from 87.8% of the total in 1990 to 89.3% in 1995, with a drop in other modes accounting for the difference. Commuting is no longer the dominant generator of trips that it once was, with more and more trips generated by social, recreational, shopping, and personal business motivations. Factoring in demographic changes, Pisarski saw the future as one in which low population growth, low household growth, low labor force growth, and saturation of the population in terms of driver's licenses and car ownership leads to a good deal of stability. Transportation choices are not going to change, but the growth in sprawl and congestion will come at a slower rate. Pisarski employed an effective metaphor for viewing transportation's role in creating the new metropolitan entity. The city, he wrote, is smaller because the times to traverse distances are reduced, but it is larger in that it knits together a wider region and creates a perception of a larger social and economic entity. Heanue (1998) examined growth in the greater Milwaukee region. His findings indicate that around 6% to 22% of the total growth in Milwaukee can be attributed to improvements in highway levels of service. Heanue suggested that the major factors in growth are general population growth, household demographics, increases in income and automobile ownership, growth in employment, increased numbers of women in the workforce, and a reduction in the real price of gasoline.
DeCorla-Souza (2000) examined the phenomenon of induced travel and found that the increase in length of trips is the major factor in explaining induced travel. He also found that shifts in corridor development caused by constructing roads in undeveloped areas divert travel and lead to an underestimation of the resulting highway congestion and sprawl and significant exaggerations of the highway transportation benefits of new construction. Dunn (1998) sparked renewed interest in the impact that continued reliance on automobiles and automobile usage has in the transportation system. He saw the arguments against sprawl as focused on antiautomobile sentiments that favor transit, high-density urban land use strategies, or new types of fixed roadway systems. These antiautomobile advocates divert attention from real alternatives toward an ideology that posits solutions that have clearly lost in the marketplace. Dunn (2000) rejected most of the usual land use approaches designed to limit reliance on autos: urban growth boundaries, infill development regulations, mixed-use zoning regulations, and density bonuses. His arguments are based not just on consumer choice favoring auto use but also on advances in technology that make automobiles more fuel efficient and safe. Polzin (1999) noted that the nature and magnitude of the relationship of transportation and land use in modern conditions is still fraught with uncertainty. Without arguing for the relative advantages of transit versus automobiles, Polzin noted that the motivation for new investment in transit is to leverage transit's perceived ability to influence land use to spur economic development. A more positive perceived relationship will help reduce the sense that transit is losing ground to automobiles, thereby pointing to three ways that transportation investment can affect land use patterns: by providing greater accessibility, by encouraging complementary investment policies in areas other than transportation, and by creating momentum or expectations that influence land use decisions. Polzin noted that most emphasis in the literature is on the first of these methods, but the most promising area for policy development may be in using transportation project funds to leverage complementary policies. In regard to transit, Polzin noted that fixed roadway systems develop a greater perception of long-term commitment than investment in buses that share highways with other users. Fixed systems, usually rail, are visually prominent and usually lead to other investments along the right-of-way.
Pucher (2000) looked at examples of changing transportation and urban design policies in Europe. In Germany and the Netherlands, the share of public transportation trips has remained constant, with growth shown by walking and biking, stimulated by public policies that encourage or require bikeways, no-car zones, and other restrictions on private vehicle use. Kane (2000) saw the driving issues as the growing disparity of wealth in the population, the development of a political majority in the suburbs, the growing appeal of "smart growth" policies, the aging of the baby boom population, and the deterioration of the older, first-ring suburbs within metropolitan regions. Smart growth, sustainable transportation systems, and quality-oflife issues become the drivers of policy for both transportation and land use decisions. Kane envisioned changing travel patterns as metropolitan regions experience infilling, gentrification, and repopulation of central cities, with reverse commuting as jobs lag behind population trends.
DeCorla-Souza (2000) saw intelligent transportation systems (ITS) as a means to deal more efficiently with problems of traffic congestion. Comparing ITS investments with building more capacity in highways or transit systems, DeCorla-Souza noted that "ITS investments tend to be less expensive relative to physical infrastructure investments and have fewer negative social and environmental impacts" (p. 13).
Policy choices to deal with sprawl include more than traditional land use or transportation programs. A full range of policy alternatives will include fiscal policies to increase residential or office density, revenue generation that is directly tied to infrastructure improvements, pricing strategies to make the economic advantages of sprawl development less attractive (McMullen, 1993) , and social programs to make cities and aging suburbs more livable and economically viable. These complementary policies, though, often provide a challenge to advocates who try to identify clear and quantifiable benefits in the battle against sprawl.
To sum up, there is no single theory or guiding policy example that can guide policy makers in the question of whether transportation policy has the potential to significantly ease the problem of urban sprawl, and if it does, what sorts of policies are most promising to pursue. Surface transportation policy since ISTEA puts an emphasis on the development of institutional capacity and interorganizational coordination at the state, regional, and local levels. It challenges state transportation departments to modify traditional views of their role, including giving more consideration to the effects of transportation programs on land use and the environment. In the case study that follows, I examine how Pennsylvania has combined strong gubernatorial political leadership with enhanced institutional capacity to address the land use-transportation nexus.
Debate Over Sprawl: The Pennsylvania Example
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania provides an interesting case study of sprawl and the choices in land use and transportation policies related to it. Pennsylvania is characterized by a number of important political and administrative realities that set parameters for these choices, including at least the following:
• high levels of political competitiveness, as shown by competitive, centrist political parties, institutional competition between the state legislature and the governor, and a tradition of seeing Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, the two largest urban centers in the state, as the basis of eastern and western political interests; • an 8-year cycle of gubernatorial election and succession, affording chief executives with the expectation of a long and rather stable period of time in which to introduce policy change; • fragmentation of local government, with counties subdivided into townships and numerous municipalities, inhibiting the use of counties or regional governments for larger units of land use or transportation planning; • a large, state-administered system of roads, with responsibility lodged in PENNDOT, with increasing representation of nonhighway modes but still dominated by its role in building and maintaining roadways; • a high level of professionalism in state planning activities and planning activities in many of the larger counties and metropolitan regions in the state experiencing sprawl characteristics; • a large rural population, well-organized to preserve farmland, state game lands, and other undeveloped parts of the state; and • a slow overall population growth in the state as a whole that conceals significant population growth, especially in the northeastern and southeastern regions of the state.
Governor Tom Ridge, a Republican member of Congress from Erie, an aging city in the northwestern corner of the state, was elected in 1994 on an eclectic platform that included strong commitments to conservative ideas such as school choice and tax relief, reformist ideas of reinvention and quality approaches to management, and progressive views on the environment and land use planning. He inherited a transportation department that had been significantly modernized during the 1970s and 1980s, with a strong role for the deputy secretary for planning and programming. Ridge appointed Bradley L. Mallory, an attorney who had worked at a prior time in the department, as secretary and retained Larry King as deputy secretary for planning. Ridge was reelected in 1998 with a strong apparent mandate to continue the policy directions of his first term. His management team has been characterized by continuity and consistency in applying the governor's policy preferences across the broad range of stateadministered programs.
The connection between transportation and land use planning in Pennsylvania was established over 20 years ago, largely because of federal requirements. This has been manifested in PENNDOT's efforts to work with its planning partners in local government to integrate land use and transportation long-range planning, and through agency coordination meetings (ACMs). ACMs are attended by all federal and state agencies playing regulatory or advisory roles in transportation projects affecting land use; examples are the Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, and state agencies such as the Game Commission or the Department of Environmental Protection.
The green side of the Ridge agenda was institutionalized on July 1, 1997, through Executive Order 1997-4, which established the Pennsylvania 21st Century Environment Commission. The commission was charged with finding ways to balance environmental protection with economic and social progress. A cochaired group with 40 commissioners representing business, political, academic, and environmental perspectives on the land use and growth issue, the commission concluded that "a healthy environment, a dynamic economy and the well being of our communities are directly linked" (Pennsylvania 21st Century Environment Commission, 1998, p. 2).
Transportationists were pleased to see transportation mentioned in several places in the commission's report but were disappointed that the commission did not take a more sophisticated view of the changes in the field of transportation, including such new concepts as demand management and ITS. Instead, it affirmed the need to commit resources to mass transit and alternatives to highway trucking. The report also listed a number of performance indicators to be used in assessing progress along the lines it suggested, but no thresholds were given. The commission defined sprawl almost entirely in land use terms, as the difference between the growth of population and the consumption of land. The commission also espoused a form of quality or a new management approach, in which public-private partnerships and stakeholder involvement figure prominently.
The commission's report was followed on January 7, 1999, by Executive Order 1999-1, which required each state agency to identify laws, regulations, practices, and policies that affect land use in the commonwealth. PENNDOT was ahead of many of the other state agencies in preparing for such an order. In May 1999, to comply with executive order, the department established the Sound Land Use Strategies (SLUS) Team. The group was charged with developing an overall strategy to integrate land use considerations into the operations of PENNDOT and assisting in drafting legislation to ensure that the Pennsylvania Municipal Planning Code is modified in such a way that land use and transportation planning are better meshed.
The SLUS Team met its mandate by forming eight department-wide focus groups to look into ways of incorporating land use factors into current and future department operations. While the SLUS Team was conducting its work, the Governor's Center for Local Government Services released a document titled Interagency Land Use Team Supplementary Report in August 2000. This report also helped guide the work of the PENNDOT implementation team by identifying four major principles of state land use policy:
• agencies should support and promote local land use planning;
• agencies should factor in local plans when implementing programs;
• agencies should support and promote agricultural preservation, open space, greenways, natural resources, and historic areas; and • agency programs related to acquisition, disposition, and management of property should be reviewed for conformance with the executive order.
Agencies were charged with producing a plan for implementing the state directives by November 1, 2000, containing provisions for education of staff members on land use issues, ways of incorporating local plans into agency decisions, and identifying actions likely to have significant impacts on land use. The SLUS Team followed the guidelines in developing the PENNDOT implementation plan promulgated on November 1, 2000. Each of the three components of the implementation plan-educating agency staff members, incorporating local land use planning, and identifying actions likely to have a land use impacts-serve as the basis of a subplan broken out into three categories: completed actions, actions under way or ongoing, and future actions. This provides managers with a status report of implementation actions and serves as the basis of accountability for the plan to higher authorities. As of May 2001, the report card is a strong indication of the importance placed by PENNDOT on land use implementation. Of the activities enumerated under the three principles, 16 have been completed on or ahead of schedule, 27 are active or ongoing, and the remaining 4 will be done as funds are appropriated.
A strong statement of the land use-transportation connection is also seen in the long-range transportation plan promulgated by the Department of Transportation in January 2000 entitled PennPlan Moves! Pennsylvania Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan 2000 -2025 . This well-illustrated and slickly produced document moves well beyond the usual focus on transportation infrastructure to the connection of transportation with demographic, economic, and land use issues. Of the 10 statewide goals adopted, 3 are clearly related to land use: improve the environment, make transportation decisions that support land use planning objectives, and advance regional and corridor-based planning.
Secretary Mallory (2000) , not surprisingly, sees transportation decisions in the state as relatively well coordinated with local planning, "when it exists. Transportation projects have, in fact, often been the impetus for planning where none existed" (p. 86). In more colorful lan-guage, Mallory noted that "transportation programs have not created nor solved the problem of sprawl, that the truth is that transportation providers follow the circus parade of dispersal with dustbins and brooms just like the people who supply the infrastructure for schools, water, sewer, and other necessities" (p. 87).
Secretary Mallory may have understated the extent to which transportation policy since ISTEA has given greater importance to land use questions in transportation. In Pennsylvania, this has been manifested in two ways: first, a greater institutional capacity within PENNDOT to factor land use issues into policy formation; and second, a still-evolving dialogue between transportation professionals and land use planners within the planning requirements of federal surface transportation programs and in compliance with the Clean Air Act Amendments.
A key to making the changes in Pennsylvania work is at the project level. A major problem is coordinating the zoning and planning activities of separate municipalities into regional or county-based plans. PENNDOT acts to ensure compliance with federal regulations in the project development process and assesses secondary impacts of projects; it also looks at the cumulative number of area projects over time and does context-sensitive design as part of the project development process. The department employs consultants as well as its own staff members as needed and works with local governments to help them improve their land use planning capabilities. Some projects are funded jointly with the Department of Community and Economic Development; as of state fiscal year [2001] [2002] , there are 12 such projects.
An important element of the integration of land use with transportation is the granting of highway occupancy permits (HOPs). An HOP is required for any construction or alteration of access or structures within the state highway rights-of-way. Although PENNDOT maintains almost all roadways within the state, land use regulations governing such projects are done at the local level, through local plans and zoning ordinances. To better coordinate and simplify the process, PENNDOT developed a one-page land use questionnaire to be filled out by developers as part of the HOP process. It consists of six questions that demonstrate that the proposed changes meet local requirements. HOP applications that fail to include a completed questionnaire will be returned to the municipalities for review. It is hoped that the new form, which took effect on July 1, 2001, will speed up the permitting process and ensure that PENNDOT and municipalities are on the same page on transportation projects affecting local land uses.
Sprawl, though, involves more than one jurisdiction plan or zoning decision; a greater sense of connection of separate jurisdictions within regions is a key problem facing Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania trails only Illinois among the states in the number of local government jurisdictions: 5,538, including 67 counties, 56 cities, 966 boroughs, and 1,549 townships and towns, in addition to school districts and special districts. The requirements of the surface transportation acts to include MPOs as major players in programming created a situation in which two MPOs (Pittsburgh and Philadelphia) were organizationally competent to meet the new expectations. Other areas of the state are still wrestling with the problem of creating regional planning capabilities and senses of regional identity.
In parts of the state without a strong MPO presence, PENNDOT is working to develop a better dialogue with local governments and counties. It is also open to working with regional groups that are trying to develop a broader vision of growth management in a region. An example of such a regionally based organization is the South Central Assembly for Effective Governance, a not-for-profit membership organization formed in 1997. The assembly is a group of local government officials, planners, citizen activists, and business and academic leaders whose goal is to develop a regional perspective on issues of land use, transportation, infrastructure, and governance for its eight-county region stretching from the Maryland border to north of Harrisburg. In its vision for the region, the assembly squarely addresses the issues of sprawl and the importance of integrating transportation planning with land use planning. The key to success is better coordination in two dimensions: (a) the planning and programming decisions made by jurisdictions within the region and between state and local governments; and (b) between different program areas such as land use and zoning policy; water, sewer, and other infrastructure investments; and transportation and land use. The vision for the future is the opposite of the problem of sprawl: reinvigorated cities, preserved farmlands, and transportation servicing com-An important element of the integration of land use with transportation is the granting of highway occupancy permits. munities in ways that efficiently relate different land uses. It is congruent in thinking and content with the statewide thinking of the Ridge administration.
At the March 2000 Summit III meeting in York, the focus of the assembly's efforts was developing the connection between transportation and sprawl. Plenary speakers and panels addressed the issue, looking at national trends and activities in the neighboring metropolitan areas of Philadelphia and Baltimore. Resolutions from the organization's transportation committee were considered with the goal of increasing public participation in regional planning issues and adding planning staff members to the district office of PENNDOT. Also considered were an institute to examine regional transportation issues, greater dialogue between existing MPOs and other regional organizations on transportation issues, and the formation of a single regional MPO to replace the current division of the region among the three current MPOs and nonmetropolitan counties. The fourth proposal, for a single MPO, was rejected, but the message was clearly to move forward with a regional view of transportation and land use issues. The single MPO for the region may not be feasible under the operative federal guidelines, making the proposal moot but still highlighting the need to push forward with ways to encourage a greater sense of regionalism.
PENNDOT's willingness to work with groups such as the assembly was shown by its participation in a workshop convened on January 10, 2001, in conjunction with the assembly's transportation committee. The goals of the workshop were to identify land use issues in the transportation development process and recommend ways to address the issues. Representatives of the central and regional offices of PENNDOT, the three MPOs in the region, and the three counties within the region not included within the MPOs gathered to share case studies of transportation planning issues in the region. They came up with a better set of strategies to guide state policy. Recommended actions included better project development procedures, ensuring that building permits and HOPs do not conflict, and educating local officials in such issues as right-of-way preservation and taking a proactive approach to integrating land use and transportation planning.
Pennsylvania's efforts to deal intelligently with issues of sprawl, growth management, and transportation represent the convergence of a number of factors favorable to an integration of activities in formerly unconnected domains. Strong executive leadership that has woven together strands of contemporary management reform and policy entrepreneurship to form a comprehensive approach to deal with land use issues has crafted Pennsylvania's strategy. Transportation has become an integral part of land use planning through executive leadership. There has been steady transformation of the state's transportation department from a highway to a mobility orientation. The role of MPOs in federal transportation programs, the growing interest in transportation among local government elected officials and professional planners, and the existence of a coalition of groups (including farmers, hunters, environmentalists, local elected officials, and land use experts) are resulting in a balanced view on growth management issues. All play a role in making a wicked problem more tame. The absence of clear causal relationships between sprawl and transportation remains a weakness of efforts to deal efficiently with such a complex issue, but it is not holding back efforts within the state to better incorporate land use factors into transportation planning. The efforts in Pennsylvania remain informed by best-case examples of growth management and transportation planning, a commitment to dialogue and the sharing of information, and a sense that issues of sprawl are complex and not subject to facile explanations or easy solutions.
Conclusions
America's continuing reliance on the automobile and the highway for most transportation purposes is the result of a high level of economic prosperity and household affluence and a decentralized policy approach to land use and infrastructure issues. Also, consumer choice for single-family, suburban living poses serious impediments to political and administrative approaches that suggest major interventions to curb urban sprawl. Public opinion tends to agree with the idea that sprawl and its manifestations, especially traffic congestion, pose problems, but individuals still choose to engage in behavior that contributes to further sprawl. Efforts to move forward in Pennsylvania suggest that a broad coalition of interests united by political leadership to deal rather gently and incrementally with growth management is useful, especially if complemented by a growing recognition among professionals in the land use and transportation professions that they need to continue and deepen the dialogue over the causes and ameliorative remedies of sprawl. The key to progress in Pennsylvania has been the increase in institutional capacity and coordination to incorporate land use considerations into the transportation planning and programming processes. Change has been more noticeable within the governing processes than outside them. The public needs to be educated that there is no simple answer to the conjoined problems of urban sprawl and transportation congestion. To be successful, better educating the public will require the coordinated efforts of planners, transportation professionals, and political leaders at the state and local levels.
The key to progress in Pennsylvania has been the increase in institutional capacity and coordination to incorporate land use considerations into the transportation planning and programming processes.
